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; ■ • APPENDIX WXll 

* TEf Interpersonal Communication Skills Workshop 
; ' ' * October 25, 1975.;'. ^ ^ 

\ / . • Check one 



40 



' Very c. Not A Waste 

Useful Useful Useful- of Time 



1^* I found thp.s workshop to Jt>€ 



2* When' tutoring, belieye the 
listening; skills taught during! 

this workahop- will be- ^, ^_LL2. : ^ ^ 



3.^ Khen tutoring, I believe the 
feedback skills taught during 
this workshiop will be 



Which of the workshop activities did you find to be the most 
valuable ? (Write most) . The least valuable? (Write leasts . 

. Defnonstration role play 

•General discussion^ on listening* skills 

^ ~_ Lecture on listening skills 

Small grou> role play on listening skills 

' . Small g2:oup discussion on listening skills 

• . General wrap-up on listening skills 

General discussions on feedback ' 

Lecture on feedback 

^mall group role play ^on feedback 

^ Small group discussions on feedback 

^ ' General wrap-up on feedback ' . 



5^ What woul^ you suggest to improve t^ie workshop? (Use. reverse a|^e) 
6. Comment: (Use reverse sicje) * , 



BOCUHSNT BEStlHE 



ED {1J23 974 

AOTfeOR 
riTLE • 
ISSTIHUTION 
POB DATE 
1»0TE 

EDRS PEICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



007 776 



Hedges, Latry.V/; 
Tutorial Programs, 
California Oniv. , 
Feb 76 



Ha jiaj, Kenneth ^ 

OASIS Eval'Uatiofi Report No, 
Saji Diego. ^ ^ 



3. 



( 



I!F-$0.83 J[C-$2.06 Plus Postage. 

Biology; p)he«istry; Grades (Scholastic) ; *Higliegc 
Education^; *Ha^he ma tics; Physics; Program 
Descriptions; P%Pogrcim Evaluation; *Sciences; Studeiit 
Characteristics; Teacher Evaluation; Teacher 



Workshop;^; *Tutoria^l Programs; 



ABSTRACT ^ . - 

!fhe results of an Qvaluatio 
TutdcTal FieliowsEip Program (PTPP) , the T 



^>Prdvost's\ 
^giinics and an 

interpersonal C0mmunicatipiis skills iiorksh^|^^E*^^^preseiH:ed along with 
recommendation^.f or change. The 'PTPP mesrflKlX^ objectives: Over j 
90 percent of tlie tutees who re^ceived grade' passed the * / 

course (objective 1) . A formal system ^j^^^^^yxe^ting noncbgnitive data 
on tutees was instit.uted (objective 2) . "Tatlors' received positive 
ratings ffom tutees (objective 3) . The^^Mnics also met their j 
objectives by being able to meet re qu^:^^:!" for assistance from more 
than 10 percent of the enrollment in jloi^r^ division chemistry^ 
mathematics^ and physics courses. (Atftfitor), ^ , 




ing 



* Documents acquired by ERIC include many infj^rmal unpublisheH * 

* materials not available frQn other spurces.E^fiic tfakes every effort ♦ 

* to obtain the b^t copy^ available. Beverth^'es&t items, of marginal * 

* reproducibility arr^oft^ encountered jsjiQ. this affeciss th^^^uality * 
- * of th^ microfiche, and hardcopy^-repr^rdjiigt^ ERIC makes available * 

* via the ERIC Document Repro'ducj^idn Service (EDRS) . ^EDRSjls not .* 

* responsible for tlie quality d£ the original document. Reproductions * 
' * supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. * 



OASIS Evaluation Report #3 
, Tutorial Programs 

.February 197€ 



Larry V. Hedge's 
Kenneth Majer 



1 



u s DEFAHTMENTOF MEALTM. 
EDUCATION l-WELFA^E-^ 
NATIONAHNSTITUTEOF \ 
EDUCATION 

;„,S DOCUMENT -^^^W^^^VZl 



Off ice., of Academic Support and Instru(^tional Services 

Kenneth Majer, Directot - ' ^ 




Office of Student' Affairs 
George S. Murphy, Vice Chancellor 

Office of Academic Affairs 
Patil D. Saltman, Vice Chancellor 

University of California, San Diego 
-La Jolla, -California 92093 



-ERIC 



2 . 



Abstract ' ' 

■ »*» ' 

The results of an evaluation of the Provost's Tutorial • Fellow- 
ship Prograim (PTFP) , the Tutorial! Clinics ^nd an interpersonal 
communications skills workshop are presented along* with recom- 
mendations for change* The PTFPmet its three objectives: Over 
90% of the tutees who received a letter grade passed the course 
(objective ^IJ. A formal^ system for gathering non-cpgnitive data 
on tutees was iristituted (obj-ective 2). Tutors received positive 
ratings firom tutees (objectiv.e 3) • ^The Clinics also met tj;ieir 
^ objectives by being able to meet requests for assistance from 
more than 10% of the enrollment in lower division ctfemistry, 
mathematics and physic^ course.s\ 
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Part I: ProvQsts* Tutorial Fellowship Program 

The Provosts' 'Tutorial Fellowship Progrcun (PTFP) serves stu- 
dents who request assistance in lower division mathemtaics and ^ 
science courses. The PTFP assigned one. tutor to each three stu- , 
dents requesting ^id in a particular course. These tutors, are 
selected from upper "division students who have a GPA of 3.00 or 
above and who ha^Jce a strong background in mathematics or science* 

All novice, tutors were required to attend a four unit tutor 
training course entitled "The psychology of teacihing and the struc- 
turej of infoirmation fo^?. .academic learning". TheAclass, Teacher 
Education Program 196 (TEP 196) , emphasized topics in psycholo- 
gical principles of learning, test construction, ins_tructional 
objectives arid content task analysis. Becaus"© this was a practi- 
cura course, the students engaiged ii^, tutoring while they were 
enrolled in the class. In addition to the training class for 
new tutors, all t\itors were required to attend a Saturday work- 
shop on interpersonal communications skills which was developed 
by members of the counseling and psychological services staff in 
conjunction with OASIS. 

Students who had been PTFP tutors in previous quarters were 
also required to take a training class during th^eir first quarter 
of tutoring. T^ese experienced tutors were not required to repeat 
the training course. 'They were selected to tutor again on the 
basis of their previous performance as tutors and their eligibility 
by the academic standards OASIS sets for all tutors*, Experienced 



tutors received a $150. 00 per quarter stipend for their servicers. 

Curing the second week of the quarter^ meetings were held 
in each college to orient 1:he tutees to the program, Tutees ' 
responsibilities and program procedures were explained. Tutees 
received information 'about their tutor (s) at^ these meetings which 
was prior to when the tutors received information about them. 
Thus^ tutees who were intent on receiving tutorial assistance at^ 
the earliest possible moment had the opportunity to contact their 
tutors. Tutees' who did not atb^jid the meeting and did not call 
OASIs\.g say they were unable to attend were dropped frony the 
tutee list. Tl't^afore, by the time th^t the tutors received 
their l;utorial assjighinents on Monday of the third week of the 
quarter, the OASIS staff had updated th^ tutorial assignments by 

matching tutors with tutees who .were initially on the waiting list 

<» ■ - 

Tutors were required to meet with the OASIS Tutorial Co- 

• ^ b 

ordinator twice during the quarter^ to give tutorial progress 
reports and to contact her whenever any problems arose. 'A pro-, 
cess of matching tutors with tutees from the waiting list con- 
tinued thrbughout the .quarter" as tutees dropped classes or no 
longer needed their tutors. 

A letter was sent to all faculty members whose /classes had 
PTFP tutors. This letter described' the OASIS tutorial program, 
provided some relevant evaluation data from the previous ye^r, 
and invited faculty to work with OASIS (see Appendix I). It 
also provided the names and telephone numbers of 'all tutors 
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working in the particuXar instructor ' s class. 

J / Method 

Evaluation Criteria ,| 

♦ 

The OASIS Coordinator for Research and Evaluation m6t with 



the Tutorial Program Coortjinator to discuss the objectives of 
the PTt^P. Following that discussion, several objectives fqr the 
PTFP were formulate<$i. These objectives were: 

1. At least 90% of PTFP tutees should receive a passing 
grade in the classes for which a tutor-^ was assigned. 

2. A formal monitoring system shDulc| be develo|)ed to pr.o- 
vide the Tutorial XHoordinator with information on aspects of 
tutees' motivation, study skills, an4 personal factors which 
would influence . their course work or their ability to benefit 
from the tutorial .programs . 

PTFP tutees should report satisfaction with the tutors, 
the prpgram in general, and with the assistance that the program 
provided to them. 
Procedure 



i^were re 



Tutee grades . \ Students* class gradeS-were recorded in th^ • 
^lass for which each student/requested a tutor. The grade dis- 
tributions for Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) tutees, 
non-EpP tutees, and all tutees were tabulated. In addition, 
gr^de summaries were produced which reflected the proportion of 
A and B grades; grades or C or better; passing grades; rand grades 
of D or F received by tutees. In each case, data were subdivided 



0 
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into EOP tutees, non-EOP tutees, and all tutees. . 

Non-cognitive tutee^ factors .' An instrument was designed to 

yield information on non-cognitive factors that could influence 

tutees' academic success" (see Appendix 11). This instrument 

allowed tutors to rate their tutees on six personal factors, 

eight stu(3y skills fetors, and three mot j.vc^^>ional factors. In 

addition, tutors were asked the "questions "Does this student need 

' 

a tutor?" and "Are there any problems?"\ This . instrument *was 
used to gather data during the two required meetings with the 
Tutorial Coordinator.*^ 

Tutee questionnaire . Tutees were asked t'o rate the PTFP 
on a questionnaire at the^. end of the .quarter (see Ajgpendix III). 
^*utors provided th)e instrument to all tutees who were asked to . 
return the questionnaire to OASIS by intercafhpus mail. The 
questionnaire rated tutors on eight scales. In addition, it 
asked for assessments of whether they had been helped by the tutor 
and, more generally, by the OASIS program. The questionnaire also 

asked for comments that would be fciseful for improvement of the 

. \ 

ttitorial program. 

Results ! 
Tutee Grades , . . 

^ Table 1 presents a breakdown of .the grades received by tutees 
in the class (es) in which they received a tutor. A total of 148 
EOP students received tutors during fall qdarter . 1975 , while 181 
non-EOP students received tutQ.i^s for a grand total of 329 tutees . 



•^EOP t'utee grades were apprd'ximately normally distribiJfted 

with a mean grade of 2.12. Nine EOP students r^js^eived A grades 

• 1 . ^ 

and 20 students received B' s while 15 students receivedN^D grades 
and 7 students received F gifades. Ten EOP students received, 
either Pass (P) or Not Recorded (NR) grades. /^A- total of 46 stu- 
dents either dropped their tutor or the class in which they re- 
-•ceived a tutor. C 

Noji-E'OP tutee grades wei;;^ skewed toward tl^p high end of the 
grade scale. Twenty-two nonVEOP tutees received A's and 53 stu- 
dents received ..B's while 12 students receiv-ed D's ar^d^ 6 students 
received F grades. The mean grade for non-EOP tutees was 2.54. 
A total of 13 non-EOP students received either Pass (P) , Not Pas 

St 

(NPT or Not Recorded (NR) grades. Thirty-twc students, dropped 

their iutor or the class in which they were tutored^ 

The distribution of grades f6r a^l tutees was also- skewed 

toward th^« high end of the scaXe. Thirty-one tutees received A 

grades and 73 received B grades while 27 'received D grades and 1 

"ecelved F grades. The mean grade for all tutees was 2.36. A 

to\al of 23 students received Pass (P) , Not Pass (NP) , or Not 

Recorded (NR) grades. In addition, 78 tutees either dropped the 

class in which they were tutored or dropped the use of their 

tutor. ^ • ' " > 

' 1 



TabZe 2 summarizes .the tutee grade data. A total of 30.8%' 



Percentage.s reflect proportion of students who re6eiveii grades 
i. e. percentages do .not include NP, P, NR,'or withdrawals./ 



/ 



of the EOP 'tutees received A or B grades in the class in which 
they were tutore^d. Similarly, 55.1% of the non-EOP tutees 'and 
45.2% Of all tutees ^received girades of A ^ total of 76.6% 

of the EOP tutees,^a;6.8% of the no^i-EOP tutees and 82.6% of all 
tuiiees achieved grades of G or better in the class in which they 
were tutored. Almost 92.6% ojf EOP tutees , /95 . 6% of non-EOTP 
tutees and 94.3% of all tubees -achieved passing grades in the 
classes fpr which th^y received a tutor. ^ Twenty-three percent of 

f . ■ r ■ 

EOP tutees, 13.2% of hon-EOP tutees and 17.4% of all tfitees who 
received letter grades achiey^d grades of/,D or T in the classes 
in which they were tutored. ' ' 

Table 2 ' 

t 

SAiinmary of grades received by . 
all tutees/' Fall Quarter, 1975 





A or B • 


C or 
Better 


D or 
fetter 


oN^r F 


EOP Tutees 


29 


72 


87 * 


,22 I 




(30.8%) 


(76.6%) 


(92^6%) • 


(23.4%) 

> 


NonyEOP Tutees 


,75 * 


118 


130 


' 18 




(55.1%) 

i ■ 


• (86.8%). 


(95.6%)> 


(13.2%)- 


All Tutees 

\ 


104 1 

, f i Si ^ 

(45.2%) ^ 


^ 190 
{82.-6%) 


217 
(94.3%) , 


40 
'(17.4%) 


1 N 











Table 3^ pf^esents a coropajglson grade 'distributions .of 
JEbP and non-EOP "tutees- as well as , EOt> and*non-EOP students who 

/ V 



could pot ^Se assigned a .tutor because an 'Insufficient number of 
tutors were available. S'tudents who coiild not be assigned a tutor 
constitute the EOP and.,non-EOP waiting lists.- EOB tutees achieved 
significantly higher grades than EOP students on the waiting list, 
. „ y t{13J.) ^1.911, p<:^ .05. Non-EOP tutees also achieved signifi- 

..^ " -.cantly higher grades than non-EOP students who were on the wait- 

■ " <^ ■ 

ing list, t(200) = 2.606, p .Oi:. . ! * 

The same grade distribution data broken down by sutaect 

area appear in Appendices IV through VII. , .v 
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Non-cognitive Tutee Factors , 

• Table '4; presents a summary of the information gathered 

non-cpgnitiye factors that may effect ^utee performances 

: - ■ ■ ..... 

. I ' ^i. . . ^* . . . Table 4 

. ! . ^Interview dAt^ on non-cognitly^ factors 

. " * . \ ^ ^ ^ ^ , ' 

^hat may effect tutee pjetformance >^ 



on 



** " ' — . ' - 




Maybe ' 


■ No 


■ 'N 


!• Personal Factors " 




.; . ' 


• ' f , 




' Is course level appropriate 


* 160 • 

.'V 


47 ; 




226 


Ijs handling overall load (iri 
other classes) . 


144 , 


67" 


11 


"222 


Has self-confidence 


" 113 


78 


40, . 


23JL 


' ' Maintains physical health » 


199 

* 


12 ■ 


• 2 


213 


, , Is coping with personal/' 
' * , social situations . ' 


162 


- - 
„. 33 


6 


201 


. ' " '5 . 
^ Hgs test anxiety 


; . 79 


82 


56 


217 


Does^ this studenix^iave study 
/ skills problems? ^ x 


^ ■ 3l 


78 , 


101 


216 


Has -ability ti& pick key ' 
concepts * , 


"120 


73 


23 . 


216 


Understands courp^ objectives 


106 


85 


13 


204 


' • f ■ , 

Has ba^ckground , -knowledge 


115 


50 


. 48y. 


213 


dan study independent ly.'. 


• -^14 2 . 


55 ' 


18 


215 


Organizes, titne* wel4j 


. 99 


77 


27 • 


203 


Studies efficiently 


75 . 


.97 


» 32. 


204 


. Has reading difficulty 


18 


29 ■ 


159 


206 


' ' Takes good .notes 


105 


70 


16 


195 



^es ^ Maybe No - N 



III. Motivation . 

Completes reading assignments 



and prepares for class 


143 


59 


17 


219 


Spends enough time studying 


1 

113 


79 


28 


220 


Attends class 


189 


-17 


i 


212 


IV. Does Wis student need a 
tutor! , ' 


132 


55 ' 




213 


Tutors rated 19 of 226 tutees 


■ 

to be in a 


course 


that 


was 



an inappropriate level of difficulty* Tutor's responded that 11 
tutees were riot handling their overall course load in other 
classes. Tutors aJ.so rated 40 tutees (out t)f 231) as having a ** 
lackr of self-confidence. Tutors" indicated that two tutees did 
^jTiot maintain their physical health and six tuteeis could not cope 
, adecjuately with personal/social situations. The largest poteritial 
personal problem factor among tutees (79 of 217) was test^^anxiety . 

Tutors indicated that they believed 37 tutees had study 
skills prbblems, while 78 tutees might have a problem and 101 ^ 
tutees did not have 'a study skills problenj. Twenty-three^ tutees 
were ratjed as being unable to pick out key concepts in their clas6 
while 73 might be able to and 120 could definitely pick out key 
concepts. Thirteen- tutees were rated as not understanding the 
objectives of the course in which they received tutoring while 85 



mght understand them^and 106 did understand the objectives. 
Ba^ckground know^dge was the mos^f requently indrcaited potential 
.problem in the skills area. - Forty-eight student's were rated as 
not, having sufficient background knowledge to compete optimally 
in the course in which they were tutored, while 50 f^ossibly had 
an adequate background Wnd 115 definitely had adequalte background 
Eighteen tutees were rated as unable to study independently, 
while 55' tutees were ^rated as possibly able ^and 142 as definitely 

able to study independently. Twenty-seven students were cate-^ 

.... i 
gorized as not organizing time well and 99 students \^ere re- 

portedly organizing their time well. Thirty-two tutees were Te- 

ported to study inefficiently, while 75 reportedly studied effi- 

* 

ciently and 97 possibly studied in an efficient manner. Eighteen 
pf 206 tutees were reported to have definite .reading diffioulty, 
while 29' were 'reported to possibly have some difficulty. Six- 
teejn tutees were reported to take poor notpg *wh:j.le^ 70 were re- 
ported to take possibly good notes and 106 were reported to take 

notes well. > h " 

' • ■ - ^ ■ 'i' . ' ■ 

Tutors reported that 17 tutees failed to Complete reading 

assignments for the class in which they were tutored while 59 

students usually did and 14 3 students^^def initely completed read- 

i ' ^ , 

mg assignments. Twenty-eight studen^ts were rated' as /^pending 

/ 

too little time studying, while 79 may have $perit sufficient time 

) ^ ^ * 

and 113 definitely spent enough time studyin^g. Six tJutees re- 
protedly did not regularly attend ''the class in which/ they were V 
tutored, and 17 were reported^^^ to possibly do so while 189 tutees 
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def^itely attended class. 

' Tutors responded -that 26 tutees did not need a tutor when they 
were asked "Does this student need a tutor?" Tutors responded that 
55 tutees may have needed a tutor and 132 tutees definitely needed 
a tutor . ^ " . ' 

Tutee Questionnaire 

~ ♦ 

Table 5 presents a sununary of the data froTa"72 tutee ques- 
tionnaires that were returned: ^ ' 

Table 5 ^ 
Respo/ises to the tute^e questionrraire ^ 



Tutor's knowledge of subject 2,96 

Tutor's ability to explain 

i4eas " 2.83 

Tutor's ability to explain 
problem^ and problem scjlv- 
ing methods 2,79 

Tutor's level of enthusiasm 

and interes,|: 2.70 

Tutor's class attendance 2.50 

Tutor's availability * . 

(within jtreason) 2.83 

Tutor's preparatic>n: Does 

he or she keep up! with class 

and know what's happening 

day by day? 2.75 

Tutor's ability to relate: 

Dp you fepl comfortable • 

with your tutor? 2,87 

Has this tutor helped you? 2,67 



good 69 
good 61 

good 57 



good 62 



good 58 



fair 3 poor 0 72 



10 poor 1 72 



fair 15 poor 0 72 



high 51 . mediu m 19 low 1 71 
always 40 usually 22 seldom 6 .68 



OK " 8 poor 2 72 



OK 10 poor 4 72 



very 63 reasonable 9 no 0 72 

a lot 48 reasonable 24 no 0 72 
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Should this tutor continue 
to tutor? 

The OASIS tutoring program 
was useful to me 



2*90 definitely 65 maybe 7' no 0 72 

■ * ^> 

2*78^ very 56 somewhat 16 useles.s 0 72 



• 

Comments 
change? 


Please tell^ 
How can it be 


us what you think about the program. What would you 
improved? - ' ^ 




RESPONSE 


■ FREQUENCY 



Program is excellent 
Tutor was excellent 
Program should tutor more classes 
There should be more tutors 
Tutors should be assigned earlier 



24 
10 
8 
8 
6 



There was virtually unanimd^^s agreement that' tutors had ^ good 
subject knowledge with only three 'respondents suggestj.ng' -tutor 
knowledge as less than good. One student added ari "excellent" 
category to this it^m on the questionnpiire 1t;id - checked it . Sixty- 
one of 4:he respondents rated tutors* ability '^to explair^ ^ideas as 
good^ while 10 rated explanations jks fair and one rated tutor's 
ability to explain ideas as poor . ^ One student acided an "excellent" 
category to this item on -^the questionnaire and checked it. Tutees 
rated tutors' "ability to explaiA problem solving methods alW^t 
as highly^, with 57 respondents rating tutors as good and 15 rat- 
ing tutors as fair on this scale. Again, one student added an 
"excellent" category to this item on ,the questionnaire and checked 
it. ' . ^ 

N 

Tutors' level of enthusiasm and interest was rated as high 
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by 51 tutees, medium by 19 tutees and low by one tutee.^ 
student added .the comment that their tutor had a "very high"^ 
level of interest. Forty tutees indicated that their tutors 
alwkys attended the lectures of the class they were tutoring, 
while 22 tutees indicated their tutors usually attended and six 
tutees indicated that their tutors seldom attended class. Tutees 
rated their tutors' availability as good in 62 instances, "OK" 
in eight, instances and poor in two instances. Three students - 
added that their tutors' availability was "f antastic" .\ 

\ 

^Fifty-eight tutees responded that their tutors' pr^paratiqh 

was good, 10 tutees indicated that their > tutors ' preparation was 

OK and four tutees indicatq^ that their tutors' preparation was 

poor. Sixty-three* tutees indicated that their tutors made\them 

feel very comfortable while nine tutees indicated that ,they\ felt ' 

reasonably comfortabl.e witl^ their tutor. Forty-eight . tutefes\ indi- 

cated that 'their 1;utors helpeci them "a lot" while 24 felt that 

their tutor helped them tp a "rjeasonable" .degree . Tutees were 

very pqsitive "abo\it tutors. Sixty-five said |:heirj^ tutors -^^hgulij 

definitely" continue^ to be a tutor;^hile seven said "maybe" their 

tutor should'^ continue to be a tutoi^*. Fifty-six tutees sai<^ that 

the OASIS tutoring program was very useful while, >'16 saxd-^that it 
' % ^ - . ■ - \ , , . ... , ' 

was somewhat helpful and no one said bhat it was -ttselesB. , 

s - Students were-a.lso asked to comment on the program and make 

suggestions for changes or imprc^ement^: The most frequent com'- 



ment made^ by tutees (cited by 24 respondents) was that , the program 



was "fj^xcellent" or "f antastic^' , The/ next most frequent comment 
(cited* by 10 respondents) was that /the tutors', specifically, were 
"excellent".' Eight tutees cited the desirability for mo^e tuto:i^ 
.and eight also mention^ specif icaliy the nee'd for tuto;i^s,in 




more classes. Six tutees . suggested • that tutors should be assigned 
earlier in the quarter. ^ ^ ^ - 

Discussion 

, The results of this evaluation indicate that the PTFPsmet 
itS;fpLrst objective, 'well overf^yi^ of PTET iutees who were ' ' 
assigned a letter grade received passing grades in the class in 
which they received a tutor. Hfowever, almost one-fourth of the 
students' who deceived t>utorial assistance dropped' the class or 
their tutor. "tMs figure may reflect tutees who were enrolled in 
cou-rses requiring backgrotind/knowledge\that the £utees did not 
po^ssess. It can be argued ^that a legitimate function of a ' 
tutorial pirogram, in this case, is to facilitate' the students' 
discovery that the course leVel^is inappropriate. 

Data on npn-cognitiv^ tut^e factors -reflects that a signif i!b 
carit number of students* were rated ks having questionable back- 
ground. Consequently, this number of students wil|i questionable* 
aca&emic preparation for couirses may be a factor in the drop 
rate even with tutorial assistance. An addutidriai factor in the 
number of drops, is likely to be students wha were^ -assigned a 
tutor but did not need one. Interview data s\^gested that 26 ' 
tutees were ratfed ^y^^heir .tutor aa not needing assistance, and 



were likely dropped as tutees by their tutor. ^ ' ' , 

The second objective of the tutorial program, development 
6f a non-cognitive profile on tutees, was met by t^he interjviews ' " 
with the-Tutdrial Coordiinator . 'Test anxiety, ostudy Skills pro- 
.blems, bacScground k'nowledge deficiency and/or inappropriate bourse 

choices may be major factors effecting tutee academic performance. 

^ V . » 

Because these problems cannot be directly addressed by the tutor-, 
ial program, jthey are more appropriately left to the programs dp- 
signed to meet these needs. However, since these factors effect 
tutees' academic performance and, hence, "the efficiency of the' 
tiUtorial program, coordination with- other t programs ^ address 
these factors in indicatjecjl. 

The third objective of the PTFP was met by the ^tutee ques- ' 
tionnaire. Although only 72 questionnaires were . returned*? the 
data on tutors, were uniformly positive. This seems to suggest that 
tutees are either satisfied with tutor performance in genefaT, or 
are reluctant to indicate th'^ir dissatisfaction. \ 

Recommendations for Change ^ : ^ ' . , 

A synthesis of the ^results and discussion led to th^ follow- 

k ^ ' 

ing recommendations for change: ^ 

1. Develop a formal process to use non-cognitive informal 
tion gathered on tutee&vas a basis for referral to the appropriate 
agency when intervention is indicated. 

2. Modify >ttitee questionnaire to yield' more affective data 
on prog:E:am procedures and the tutoring process.. ' 
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3. Determine the validity 6f tutors' r3tings_of. tutee s.tudy 
skills deficiencies. . - 

" • t " * ' 

* ' %^ ■ 

4 . Obtaiif' a higher return rate on the' tutea- evaluations of - 
tutors. * . < , - 
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Par/t II: Tutorial Clinics 



The Biolftgy/C^lhemistry Clinic (BCC)^ and Mathematics/Physics 
Clinic (MFC) are walk-in,, tutoring serviced available to all re- 
gistered UCSD students. The clinics provide tutorial assistance 
•in all undergraduate science courses although the emphasis is on 
lower division courses. Each clinic is staffed by undergraduate 
tutors who are selected on the same basis as PTFP tutors, al- 
though an effort is made to- Select experienced tutors with a 
broad range of knowledge for Clinic assignments. In addition, 
there is an undergraduate student clinic coordinator for each 
of, the two clinics. The coordinators are responsible for 
scheduling, record keeping and general supervision qf tutors in , 
.their respective clinics. 

Method ~ 
*' f " ^ I, ' ' 

Evaluation Criteria ^ 

The Coordinator for Research and Evaluation met With, the 
Tutorial i Progr.gins^^oordinat^ to discuss the evaluation of the 
tutorial clinics. Following that meeting, objectives for the 
tutorial clinics were' formulated. The objective for the Math/ 
Physics Clinic was: ' % 

1. The Math/Physics, Clinics jvill serve more than 10% of 
students enrolled in lower '^division mathematics and physics 
courses. 

The. objective for the Biology/Chemistry Clinic was: 

1. " The .Biology/Chefhistry Clinic will . seijve more than 10% 
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of the students enrolled in lower di'^^-sion chemistry cdUrSes, 
Procedure 

Student § who used tb^e^ clinics were required to fill* out a 
card providing theit name, college and the class in which they v\ 
were seeking assistance. These cards were then fil6d by the clinic 
coordinators who tabulated the results. Clinic usage was bx?pken 
down and data weye gathe-red indicating the number of different 
individuals "who used the Clinic. , . ' 

Results - . 

Table 6 shows a summary of Biology/Chemistry Clinic usage 
during fall quarter 1975. The largest group of clinic users ^ 
sought help in connection with the chemistry 4i\ class, with 72 : ^ . 
of the 204 students enrolled or 35.3% receiving clinic assistance. 
A total of 17 of the 88 students enrolled in science and tech- 
^ nology ,12A (19.3% of the enrollment) sought tutorial assistance 
from the clinic.. Thirty-nine of the 294 students enrolled in 
natural science lA (13.3% of the enrollment) and 27 of the ^30 
students enrolled in science 3C (11.7% of the enrollment)* re- 
ceived assistance from the BCC A total of 155 of the 816. stu-^ 
dents enrolled in lower division chemistry courses , or "19.0%^, 
received tutorial assistance at least once from the BCC during 
fail, garter, 1975.. , . 
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Table 6 - ^[ ' 

Lower Division- Chemistry Course: 'J 
y " Enrollment and Biology/Chemistry /• 
Clinic Usage During Fall Quarter, 197^5 « 



Course 



Total 
Enrollment 



Chemistry 4A 
Natural Science lA 
Science 3C 

iScience/Technology 12A 
Total 



Individuals/ 
Tutoiped/ 



Percentage of 
Class Enrollment 
. Tutored 



204 
294 
230 
88 
816 



39 ' 
27 
17 . 
^55 



• X' 

/ 



05.3 
13.3 " 
11. 1 

^9.0 



^ : y. 

."^ ■■■ • ■^^ • 
Table^'^ presents a summary d^f Math/Physics Clinip^usage by 

-"^ ■ 

Students who sought assistance in math> courses dur^g fall quar- 

^ y'' X ' 

ter, 1975. The largest number of ^utees came ^from math 2A, 

with 195 individuals constituting 29.3% of^he tota]|. course en- 
rollment. Large'-f)ropo^tions of the jnat^h. lA. class (26«7% of the 
enrollment), the math 2C class,. f24 . 5% of the enrollment), and 

<- . . . . 

the math 4C class (29.1^% of the enrollment) also received assis- 
t^cince. Approximately 23.7% of the mdth 2D class and 18.9%^of 
the math 2B class r^eived assistance. 'A relatively small pro- - 
portion of the students enrolled in the math IC ''(XO.7%) , math 
^4A (7.8%) or math 4B (1.4%) classes received tutebrial assistanpe 
in the ^C. A total of 662 of the 2 , 92 3 * s^ude^ts enrolled in ;. 
lower^'divislon mathematics courses (22^6%) a^ceived help at 
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least ^qnc^ from the MPC during ^^£1 :^uart€lr, 1975. 

* . ' ■ V'^- . . '■ Table 7 '/ ' ' ' - 

^ . . , Lower Division Matheitiatics Cour'se 
' E^niFPilments arid Math/Physics Clinic 
^ Quaijter, 1975 / 



s~ * 

Course 




Tptal^ ; 
Enrollment 


Indivijdus4?S 
Tutore.^ . 


Pe:^cen"tag*e of ' 
/(^lass' Enrol Imfei^C 
Tutored 


Math lA 




'420 


112 




Math XG 




^103 


11 


10.7% J" - 


Math 2 A 




^ 879 


258 * ' 




Math 2B 




* 153 


29r * - 

*> 


' 18.. 9% " " 


Math 2C 




; 192 


47 


24.5% 


Math 2D 




pe. 


94', 


. 23.7% 


Math 2E 




82 


5 


6.1% . * 


Math 4A 




90 


^■^^ 7 


7-8% 


Math 4e 






- ' 's 


1.4% ^ " 


Matji' 4C 

TStal 

/ 




^326 
2,923 


' ■ 95 
&62 


29.1% ■ 
22.6% - 



Table 8 pres-ents a summary of Math/Physics Clinic. usage by^ . 
stuflexits who sought assistance in lower division physic J courses 
during^ fall quarter, 1975. -The largest proportion of users pame^/ 
from the physics class where 33 individuial^ (25.0% of the 
course enrollment) received assistance from the Clinic. Twfenty- 
five of the 103 students enrolled in physics 3A, or 24.3%, 
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^r.pceived as si stance from the Clinic, Twenty-four of the 242 
:^students enrolled in science 4A received tutorial assistance, 
which constituted. 9.9t% of the total enrollment, A total pf 19- 
students - from natutal scienae*'2C and 15 student from^Spience and 
technology ISA, each constituting. 11,9% of the totals enrollments/ 
received aid in the, clihic, . total of 11,6- the 762 students 
enrolled in' lower division physics courses-, o'r 15,2%, received 

' ' ' \ . . •■ . " - - ■ . . , ./ •. 

*assis€anG€r from the MfPC at lQas,t once duting fall quarter, 1975.^ 

L ^ .' ^ . .... . 

:^ " Table 8 ' ' - 

Lpwer Division. Physics Course ' 
Enrollments ^nd Math/Physics 
Clinic Usage*^ During Fail Quarter, 1975 



Course 


, Total 
: 'Enrollment 


Indlviduijals 
Tutored 


Percentage of 
Cla;5S Enrollmerit 
Tutor€id\. 


. - Natural Science 2C 


159 


ll 


■■ , 11.9% 


' * Physics 2A 


132 , 


33-*"., 


^ " 25.0% 


» ' « Physics 3A 


103 ' 

r 


25 


24.3% . 


; Science 4A , ♦ 


-242 . 


24 


9. '9;% 


. Science/Tech 15A 


126 


' - 1-5 . 


~ • j.i.a% 


Total Physics 


, w 7 62 


■■• — 116 

Cr 


15.2%/' 



\. -V^, '•'^x' Discussion 
" > . The bCC miet ,its objiGtcti^e of serving at l^st 10%" of the 
# enrollme'nt ol lower division chemistry courses. These -figpres 
indiiSate that the BCC is serving 19..0% of the desi.gnated target 
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, population of \^the clinic. ^ 

The M#e also met its objective of serving at l"eastfelO% of 

I . •• • ,. . ■ <» 

the enrollment of lower division mathematics and physics courses-* 

' This Occurred in spit6 'of the fact that two m^ithematics courses,/ 

tnath 4A and 4B, were self -paced courses with extensive tutorial 

aid as a part of the course. This bui^^-in tutoring is re- 

fleeted ^ in the low proportion of clinic Usage to course enrollmenjt 

for these classes (7.8% and 1.4%, respectively), yin five math 

courses, the MPC served over 20% of the course ^nrollmeifits , ; ' 

thereby far exceeding -its objective of 10%. „ \ - V 

The MPC albo met its objective .of serving at l^ast 10% of 

the enrollment of Ipwer division- physics courses^ The bulk of 
' ^ ' " • . ' ' ' . ' ■ 

the aid* was provided to students enrolled in physics 2K . ^^^^txi- 

■ ' . ' ' . , . \ ^ 

dents. tr:pj{\ other physics courses used the MFC proportionately 

Mess than physics 2A studenti^'^ This may reflect the availability 

of (tutoring witliin the science^ and technology .15A which wa3^ a 

s^e^f-page^i course. In 'addition, the sci^ncig 4A course established 

itjs owil tutorial clinic which may have had some ^iijipact on the num- 

' ■' • • ' * , ' , » • 

. be;r of students from this course who used the HPC. 

Recommendations ^ « . « . ^ . ' 

^Synthesis of th^e r'esulits and discussion sections presented 

?. ■ . ' ^ ' • ■ - . f ' ^-^V ^ 

above^lead to-t-he followirig recommendations^ - / ' ^' 

1. Include a. measure of student sijitisf action and^^e quality 

of the clinic.s' tutorial service in subsecjuent clinic evaluations . 

2T Provide more effective advertising of clinic services to 
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^. students in classes showing low representation among^lindc users, 
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Part III: Interpel[;§pnal Communipationa ' Skills W 

' The purpose of the interpersonal communication skills work- 

shop was to train tutors to* increase glistening, and feedback skills ^ 

' . . ' ' <^ ^ . ' ■ 

and to help them become more aware of the importance of person-feo- 
person interaction within the tutorial context, ^ * 

Staff members from Counseling and Psychological Sei^vices 
(CPS) and the OASIS Coordinator foe ,^utorial Programs worked to- 
gether to. develop the format for the workshop. One staff ^member 
from CPS acted as convener and lecturer. The 'workshop was h^ld 
on Saturday mornirfg, October 25, 1975, for three hours and wafe 

'CP 

divided into two sections: , listening skills and feedback skills. 
An hour and one-half was allotted for each topic. The format for 
each section was as follows: ^ a mini-lecture on the topic, small 
group role plays and discussions, community discussion and n 
general summary of the topic. « ^ 

Method 

An evaluation questionnaire^ which had been prepared by OASIS 

was distrubuted to all participants at the end of the workshop 

^ ■ . * ■ * 

(see Ajipendix VIII) . There were six questions on the instrument 
cOncexning the general topics presented , t^e v^arious activities 
an^ an overall rating of the workshop. Two of the questions asked 
for comments and suggested improvements for future workshops. 
Subject^ , , ^ 

All tutors paif^icipating in the Tutorial Programs during faJLl 
quarter,, 1975, were requested to attend. Of the 122 tutors in 
the progrcitn, 95 students responded to the evaluation questionnaire. 
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Analysis 

^ ^ Response frequencies were tallied for each question • In 
addition^ ttfe mean response was computed for the questions that 
had discr^ete"">n^wers . Short answer responses were categorized 
and the frequency of the responses were tallied. 

Results ^ 
Table 8 presents the tabulatidn of the questionnaire' dala : 

Table '8^ 

Interpersonal skills workshop evaluation data 

■ t 

Workshop Rating o ; ^^_X 4 3 2 1 N 

^ ^\ 

Very Not ^ A Waste 

' ' P Useful Useful - UsefuJ. of Time . 

1. foun4 this workshop to be: 2.61 7- 60 18 10 :^^..9Ji 

2. When tutoring,' I beli/eve the^ ^ 

listenirtg skills taiffghtj^dtnfing . " 

this 'workshop will be: 2^97^ 17 58 15 2 92 

3. When tutoring , I believe the " , * ^ 
feedback skills taught during / . • ^ 

this worksiiop wil^lr^be: * • « ^ 2.91 17 ^56 18 " 3 v. 94 



^ 4. Which of the workshop acti|^ities did you find to be the mos^ valuable? 
• . The ,least valuable? 



XI 



Activi^ ■ ^ 


Most Valuable 


Least Valuable , 


Demonstration rb^l^ play' 


18 ^ 


^ 13 


General discussipn on 'li^^^ing ^killfe 
Lectiiire on listening skills ^^^^^ 


u 


.13- ^ - 
15 


Spiall group rdle play on listening skills 


18 


17 ^ 


Small group discus'Siofi on listening skills 


33 


5 


General wrap-up on listening skills 


- 4 


• 11 . 


General dis^cUssicm on feedback 


11 


9 


\ 31 


• 





Aclaivj^fey , Most Valuable Lea^t Valuable 



Lecturg on feedback^ , 16 


9 


Small group role play on .feedback ^ ' - 12 ^ 


23 


Small" group discussion on feedback' '26 


8 


General 'wrap-up on feedback * 4 




5,^ What would you ^sugge^t to improve the workshop? 




6. Comments. ' - ' 


> 


Response ' * * 


Frequency 


Small group discussions of actual tutorial experiences were 

preferable to role playing hypothetical situations.. ^ ?1 / 


Workshop^ was too long. 


12 


Workshop .should have beer more concise, concrete. 




Workshop should have more clearly differentiated between 
listening and' fee(iback skills. 


^ . ^^ 6 


vifcrkshop should have been held earlier in the quarter. 


6 


The majority of participants (60) found the 


interpersonal/ 


communication skills workshop to be useful. Of 


the .Respondents 


not included above, 7 found it to be very useful 


, 18 found It not 



Uiseful and 10 participants ' found it a waste of time. The listen- 
ing skilly and feedback skills sections of the wo^^kshop had v^ry 
similar ratings with 58 and 56 participants finding these sections 
useful, 17 f irtding^these exercises very useful, while 17 and 21 



respectively found it not useful or a waste of time. 



•The participants wdlre ask|d to rate the workshop activities 
into most and leafst valuable * categories . The most populai; acti- 
vities .were tl^e smkll group discussions on listening skills and . . 
feedback skills. Thirty-thtee students rated the listening skills 

activities as among the most valuable and five students rated them ? 

' I ^ . ^ . . ^ ' % ■ • ' ^ " . I ' 

as^among the least valuable activities. Twenty-six students rated 

the £eedback skills activities as among mo^t valuable and eight 

students rated them as among the least valuable. The second most 

^ popular activity was the lecture on feedback. Si;(teen students 

rated \ it as among ^e most valuable activities and nine students 

rated it as among the le^st valuable activities. ^ 

""The le^st popular activities were the general wrap-up on 

both listening and feedback skills. Four students rated each of 

these activities as among the ^nost valuable activities, 11 rated 

the wrap-up on listening skills as among least valuable activities 

and 18^ students rated thfe wrap-up on feedback as "among the least 

valuable acjtivities. The second least popular activity was the - 

sm^ll group role play on feedback. Twenty-three students responded 

to it as least valuable and 12 students responded to it as most f 

r ■ 

valuable. . ' ■ . [ . 

The participants were also asked to write comments or isugges- 
tions for improvement of the workshop, ny^ilrty-one students 
stated that small group discussions of acrual tutorial experiences 
were preferable to' role playing hypothetical situations . This 
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sentiment was also reflected in the activities section of the 
questionnaire. Twelve students commented tha^ the workshop ^^^^^^^ 
too long. The workshop should have been more concise and con- 
crete concluded ten students and there also should have been a 
clearer differentiation' between listening and feedback skills 
according to sii^ a^tudents. In addition, six students felt that 
the workshop would have been more effective if *held earlier in 
the quarter. * 

Four Clinic tutors- suggested that the workshop format should 
be more tailored to their needs. Other students -commented that- 
the two lectures on listening skills and feedback skills were too 

drawn- out -and there should ha\)^ been more large group discussion 

* >- ' 

with the lecturer. One student wanted more information on hpw to 

, motivate, tutees while anothe^ student felt that tutees should 

participate in a workshop of this type. 

• .Discussion * " 

• The workshop was generally found to be useful for developing 

j'^^interpersonal skills. It must be^- noted, however, that there was 

a last minute and unfoi;^seen changfe in the format. Originally 

there were to be two lecturers; each presenting one part of the 

program. However, on the morning on the workshop one- lecturer 

informed us he couldlnot attend. Consequently, the lecturer 

who was able to come was put into the position of having to "ad , 

. \lib" the^nlistening skills segment of the program. The effect of « 

this last minute change iis reflected in the comments section of 



"the questionnaire, by the participants* s.ugg^stions that' there"* 
shoi^ld be a clearer differentiation between listening skills and 
'feedback .skills, th^ the materials presented should be more con- 

cise, and 'ttj^^t the workshop was too^3.o:pg. 

•• ■ ' / - - . * ' 

y^ftithough^ the small gro^up discussions on tutoria*l experiences 
were not planned to be h major part of the workshop # it was clear 
that this activity superseded the small ^r^oup role play exercise, 
since the participants did not appear to be comfoirtal^? with the 
role plays, it may be appropriate to jdrop this tex^ercise for/'future 
interpersonal cominunication skills workshops. 
Recommendations " ^ .■^ 

A synthesis of the, resuxts and discussion sections of the 
workshop eval^uatipn leads to tke following reqommendations : 

1*1 Future workshops shoi^ld be shorter^ and more concise. 

2. Futujpe workshops should be h^^d earlier in the quarter. 

3. There should be a separate workshop for Clinic tutors 
which would focus on these students' special nee'ds. 

4. Future workshops should emphasize the development of t 
listening and feedback skills. 

5. There should be more concentration 6n actual tutorial 
experiences. 

6. The role play exercises should be- eliminated from ^he 
format." . 
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^ / . ■ ■ . ■ ^- ■ 

Dear Pr;Ofessor: ^ 

This fall quarter marks the fifth year that the Of f ic% of 
Academic Support and Instructional Services (OASIS) will offer 
tuto;riyal services in lower division math and science courses. 
Over the. yekrs this program has successfully helped several 
hundred student^, , (See Appendices for last year ns dat/. ) 

The Provosts' Tutorial Fellow^hip^^ Program is designed to give ' 
auarter-lopg aid to those studeAts who need- academic support 
4n addition to what is traditionally provided in the. ^:lassroom 
setting. - The type of student one might fi,nd asking for this' 
tutorial service is one who (1) is on probation, (21r has a minor 
, background deficiency in the subject, (3) is unsure of her or 
himself in the acaciemife ^ena. One, of the' objectives of th=e 
ProvQBt^' Tutorial Fellowship Program is to help these students 
become independent learners. E^ch tutor ' will wdrk with tbree'^ 
individuals who have requested additional aid in your course. 
The tutors are required to. sit in on your cla^s 'whenever 
possible so they will be current with the maiterial you are 
presenting. In addition, tutors may be contacting you for 
clarification of the objectives of your class. The tutors' 
names are: . ^ / 



If you WOUI4 like additional information concerning the OASIS 
Provosts* Tutorial Fellowship Program, please flfcall me at 
extension 3760. 



Sincerely, 



Barbara Shreve 
Tutorial Coordinator. 
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Name 



Cliss 



Date. 



TUTEE EVALUATION 



Name 



Name 



Name 



Per'sonal Factors 

Is course Ifevel 
appropriate^ 

Is handling overall Toad 
• (in other classes) 

Has self confidence 

Maintains physical 
health , 

/ 

Is coping with personal/ 
spcial situations ,^ 

• y 

Has Test Anxiety 



Yes .Mayb6 No 



Yes Maybe No 



Yes Maybe No 



II. 



Do^;^ this student have 
study skills problems? 

a. Has ability to. pick 
key concepts 

b: Understands „, course 
objectives 

<». ^ 

c. Has background 
knowledge 

d. Can study i^ndepen- 
dently 

e. Or^anifees time w^ 

f. Studies efficient: 

g. Has reading 

h. Takes good/ notes 




III, Motivation 
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Completes reading assign- 
ments and prepares for 
class 
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Spends enough time 
studying! 

Attends cllass 



Does this student need 
a tutor?^ 
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PROVOST'S TUTORIAL^ FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

, (OASJS) ' \ / . " % 

Tutor Evaluation . . ' ' 

The purpose of this evaluation sheet is to allow us to make judgments as to 
the ability ar}d usefulness of our , tutors. With this information, can make 
the program more effective and choose and utilize our tutors more wisely. 



Please bring or send this sheet directly to ,the OASIS office at 250 MC, 
TUTOR'S. NAME 



STUDENT'S NAME 



COURSE TUTORED 
YEAR & QUARTER 



Tutor's knowledge of subject 



gpo<^ 



TntQr's a^>d^lty to explain ide^as good 

Tutor ' ability to explain 
problems' ahd problem 
scdving methods " goOd 



.-^utor.' s leyel of enthusiasm 
^^nd interest 

Tutor's class attendance 



high 
always 



fair 



fair 



medium__ 
usually 



poor^ 
poor^ 

poor 



low 
seldom 



Tutor^s c^yail^blilty 
(within reason)' . 



good 



poor 



r... 



Tutor's preparation: does he- 
or she keep up with class' 
and know what ' s happening 
day by day? good_ 

Tutor ' s^ ability to relate:!- 
do you feeX comfortable 
with your tutpr? ^ ve^:y_^ 

Has this tutor helped you? 



OK. 



reaspnable^ 
reasonable 



poor^ 

no 
no 



SbjgM^d this tutpr continue ^ ' 

"to tutor?' , " ' definitely 



mayb^ 



n6 



The OASIS tutoring program 
was useful to me . 



very 



isbmewhat 



useless 



COMMENTS: Please teil us whaX you think about the prog?ram. What would you 
change.? ( How can it be improved? ^ , . ^ . 
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' APPENDIX VIII 

' " EVALUATION 

> TEP Interpersonal flQmmunication Skills Workshop 
p October 25, 1975 

Check one 
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Very , ^ Not A Waste 

Useful Useful Useful of Time 



1. I found this workshop to be - \ 

2. When tutoring, I believe ,the 
listenirfg skills taught during 

this workshop will be 



When tutoring, I Toelieve the 
feedback sJ^ills taught during 
this workshop will be 



4. Which of the workshop activities did you find to be *the* most 
valuable ? (Write most). The least valuable? (Write least ) > 

* . D^onstration role play ^ 

• General discussion on listening skills 

> ' ^ , ■ <' ' ^ 

Lecture on listening skills 

* \ . ^ , ■ , 

/. Small group role play"*" on listening skills 

, ■ t ■ if 

J " Small group discussion on listening skills 

• ^ General wrap-up on listening skills 

General discussions on feedback 

" Lecture on feedback 

Si 

Small group role play on feedback- 

- Small group discussions on feedback 

General wrap-up on feedback 

* ^ ■ . - 

5. What would you suggest to improve the workshop? (Use reverse side) 
6» Comment: (Use reverse side) 



